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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to Applicant's preliminary amendment 
filed 10/16/2003., 

Priority 

2. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), 
which papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The listing of references in the specification is not a proper information 
disclosure statement. 37 CFR 1.98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, 
or other information submitted for consideration by the Office, and MPEP 

§ 609.04(a) states, "the list may not be incorporated into the specification but 
must be submitted in a separate paper." Therefore, unless the references have 
been cited by the examiner on form PTO-892, they have not been considered. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings are objected to because on Fig. 3b #324 should be #334. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. 
The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as 
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"amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be 
removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining 
figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to' the brief 
description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional 
replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining 
figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must 
be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the 
next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

5. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: 345 (Fig. 3b). Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the reference character(s) in 
the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. 
Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant 
to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
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applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the 
next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



6. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: 303, 305, and 307 (pg. 11); 334 and 346 (pg. 12 line(s) 8 and 23 
respectfully). Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 
Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or 
"New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by 
the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not 
be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

7. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of 
the disclosure. 

8. The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is 
important that the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space 
provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The 
form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" and 
"said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure 
sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the 
full patent text for details. 
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9. The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat 
information given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, 
such as, "The disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," 
"The disclosure describes," etc. 

1 0. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it should not repeat 
any information given in the title and use of implied phrases (line(s) 5-7). 
Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

1 1 . The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink 
and/or other form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the 
embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 
608.01. 

12. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: pg. 1 1 
line(s) 8-12, the description of 306 does not match the #306 in figure 3a. 
Whereas, the proper description is identified as block 307. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

13. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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14. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

15. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the measuring" in lines(s) 4-5 and 9. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

16. Claim 1 recites the limitation "transmitting the request to the server 
computer" in lines(s) 8. It is not clear in the claim, up to this point, which request 
is being transmitted. Is it the updated request or the originated request. 

Claim Objections 

17. Claims 13 and 14 objected to because of the following informalities: need 
to add ":" after including on line(s) 2 and 3 respectfully. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

18. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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19. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 
148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

20. Claims 1-3, 8-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reps et al. (US 6,070,190) in view of Lopke et al. (US PGPub 
2002/0169868). 

21 . In regards to claim 1 Reps et al. discloses, a method of monitoring 
performance of distributed applications (Col. 8 line(s) 50-56) including the steps 
of: 

a. a client computer originating a request of service for a server 
computer (Col. 9 line(s) 59-61, teach the client sending the application 
monitoring and alerting (AMA) probe, as the request, for a service on 
the server.), 

b. if the request meets at least one predefined condition, enabling the 
measuring on the client computer of at least one performance parameter 
for a transaction corresponding to the request (Col. 10 line(s) 32-51, 
teach a predefine condition of the client given authorization to 
access the server computer. After the proper authorization is granted 
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to the client Col. 9 line(s) 52-67 teach that the client computer starts 
monitoring of at least one performance parameter for a transaction 
corresponding to the request, since the application monitoring and 
alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the client computer.), 

c. transmitting the request to the server computer (Col. 9 line(s) 61- 
64, teach that a connection is establish by sending the AMA probe 
from sending the request.), 

d. enabling the measuring on the server computer of the at least one 
performance parameter for a sub-transaction originating from the request 
.(Col. 9 line(s) 64-67, teach a service responses from the server. 
Therefore it is obvious that the measuring, for a sub-transaction, that 
was requested was enabled on the server computer.), 

e. executing the sub-transaction (Col. 9 line(s) 64-67 and Col. 15 
line(s) 21-26, teach that the requested sub-transaction is being 
executed.), 

22. Reps et al. do not teach updating the request with a correlation identifier 
and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas the correlation 
identifiers are linked to at least one performance parameter measured on the 
server and client computers. 

23. In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
updating the request with a session id/page id that is associated with the latency 
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measurement (time stamp) fl|0023). Likewise Lopke et al. also checks for the 
identifier when the message is received to render the time measurement 
(U0040). 



24. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 



25. In regards to claim 2 Reps et al. discloses, wherein the step of originating 
the request is performed under the control of a first module running on the client 
computer (Col. 15 line(s) 7-10, teach that the first module running on the 
client computer (GUI interface) is used to originate the request.), 
f. the method further including 

i. the step of intercepting the request by a second module 
running on the client computer (Col. 15 line(s) 11-15, teach that 
the second module, running on the client computer, 
(executable portion of the AMA probe code) intercepts the 
request.), 
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ii. the step of enabling the measuring of the at least one 
performance parameter for the transaction and updating the 
request by inserting the correlation identifier if the request meets 
the at least one predefined condition being performed under the 
control of the second module (Col. 15 line(s) 19-26, teach that the 
second module enables the measuring at least one 
performance parameter for the transaction if at least one 
predefined condition is met. It would have been obvious that 
the updating of the correlation identifier would happen in this 
module since a transaction record is created and therefore a 
correlation identifier would have to be linked with the request 
for future database searching purposes.). 

26. In regards to claim 3 the combination of Reps et al. and Lopke et al., as 
explained above, teach further including at least one recursive execution of the 
steps of: the server computer originating at least one further request of service 
for at least one further server computer, if the request includes the correlation 
identifier, updating the at least one further request by inserting a further 
correlation identifier, transmitting each further request to the corresponding 
further server computer, if the further request includes the further correlation 
identifier, enabling the measuring on the further server computer of the at least 
one performance parameter for a further sub-transaction originating from the 
further request, executing the further sub-transaction, and associating the further 
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correlation identifier with the at least one performance parameter measured on 
the further server computer. (Col. 12 line(s) 20-23, teach that the AM A probe 
may monitor multiple server computers at a time. Therefore it would have 
been obvious if monitoring multiple servers the probe can send a request 
to one server that may initiate that server to send a request to another 
server for information. Concluding that the similar steps in claim 3 that are 
in claim 1 are executed in the same fashion as explained above.). 

27. In regards to claim 8 the combination of Reps et al. and Lopke et al., as 
explained above, teach, a computer program directly loadable into a working 
memory of a data processing system with a distributed architecture for 
performing the method of claim 1 when the program is run on the data 
processing system (Col. 8 line(s) 50-56 and 1J0031, respectively). 

28. In regards to claim 9 Reps et al. discloses, a computer program, directly 
loadable into a working memory of a client computer in a data processing system 
with a distributed architecture, for performing a method of monitoring 
performance of distributed applications when the program is run on the client 
computer (Col. 8 line(s) 50-56), the method including the steps of: 

g. originating a request of service for a server computer (Col. 9 line(s) 
59-61, teach the client sending the application monitoring and 
alerting (AMA) probe, as the request, for a service on the server.), 
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h. if the request meets at least one predefined condition, enabling the 
measuring on the client computer of at least one performance parameter 
for a transaction corresponding to the request (Col. 10 line(s) 32-51, 
teach a predefine condition of the client given authorization to 
access the server computer. After the proper authorization is granted 
to the client Col. 9 line(s) 52-67 teach that the client computer starts 
monitoring of at least one performance parameter for a transaction 
corresponding to the request, since the application monitoring and 
alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the client computer.), 

i. transmitting the request to the server computer (Col. 9 line(s) 61- 
64, teach that a connection is establish by sending the AMA probe 
from sending the request.) for causing the server computer to enable 
the measuring on the server computer of the at least one performance 
parameter for a sub-transaction originating from the request (Col. 9 line(s) 
64-67, teach after the request was transmitted a service responses 
from the server is received. Therefore it is obvious that the 
measuring, for a sub-transaction, that was requested was enabled on 
the server computer.). 

29. Reps et al. do not teach updating the request with a correlation identifier 
and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas the correlation 
identifiers are linked to at least one performance parameter measured on the 
server and client computers. 
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30. In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
updating the request with a session id/page id that is associated with the latency 
measurement (time stamp) (1J0023). Likewise Lopke et al. also checks for the 
identifier when the message is received to render the time measurement 
(U0040). 

31 . . Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 

32. In regards to claim 10 Reps et al. discloses, a computer program, directly 
loadable into a working memory of a server computer in a data processing 
system with a distributed architecture, for performing a method of monitoring 
performance of distributed applications when the program is run on the server 
computer, the method including the steps of: 

j. receiving a request of service from a client computer (Col. 10 
line(s) 32-34, teach receiving a request of service from a client 
computer.), 
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k. the client computer, if the request meets at least one predefined 
condition, enabling the measuring on the client computer of at least one 
performance parameter for a transaction corresponding to the request 
(Col. 10 line(s) 32-51, teach a predefine condition of the client given 
authorization to access the server computer. After the proper 
authorization is granted to the client Col. 9 line(s) 52-67 teach that 
the client computer starts monitoring of at least one performance 
parameter for a transaction corresponding to the request, since the 
application monitoring and alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the 
client computer.), 

I. enabling the measuring on the server computer of the at least one 
performance parameter for a sub-transaction originating from the request 
(Col. 9 line(s) 64-67, teach after the request was transmitted a service 
responses from the server is received. Therefore it is obvious that 
the measuring, for a sub-transaction, that was requested was 
enabled on the server computer.), 

m. executing the sub-transaction (Col. 9 line(s) 64-67 and Col. 15 
line(s) 21-26, teach that the requested sub-transaction is being 
executed.). 

33. Reps et al. do not teach updating the request with a correlation identifier 
and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas the correlation 
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identifiers are linked to at least one performance parameter measured on the 
server and client computers. 

34. In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
updating the request with a session id/page id that is associated with the latency 
measurement (time stamp) (1J0023). Likewise Lopke et al. also checks for the 
identifier when the message is received to render the time measurement 
(110040). 



35. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 

36. In regards to claim 1 1 Reps et al. discloses, a computer program, directly 
loadable into a working memory of a client computer in a data processing system 
with a distributed architecture, for performing a method of monitoring 
performance of distributed applications when the program is run on the client 
computer, the method including the steps of: 
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n. intercepting a request of service for a server computer originated 
on the client computer by a further computer program (Col. 10 line(s) 32- 
34, teach intercepting a request of service for a server computer 
originated on the client computer by a further computer program.), 
o. if the request meets at least one predefined condition, enabling the 
measuring on the client computer of at least one performance parameter 
for a transaction corresponding to the request (Col. 10 line(s) 32-51, 
teach a predefine condition of the client given authorization to 
access the server computer. After the proper authorization is granted 
to the client Col. 9 line(s) 52-67 teach that the client computer starts 
monitoring of at least one performance parameter for a transaction 
corresponding to the request, since the application monitoring and 
alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the client computer.), 
p. transmitting the request to the server computer (Col. 9 line(s) 61- 
64, teach that a connection is establish by sending the AMA probe 
from sending the request.) for causing the server computer to enable 
the measuring on the server computer of the at least one performance 
parameter for a sub-transaction originating from the request (Col. 9 line(s) 
64-67, teach after the request was transmitted a service responses 
from the server is received. Therefore it is obvious that the 
measuring, for a sub-transaction, that was requested was enabled on 
the server computer.). 
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37. Reps et al. do not teach updating the request with a correlation identifier 
and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas the correlation 
identifiers are linked to at least one performance parameter measured on the 
server and client computers. 

38. In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
updating the request with a session id/page id that is associated with the latency 
measurement (time stamp) fl|0023). Likewise Lopke et al. also checks for the 
identifier when the message is received to render the time measurement 
(H0040). 



39. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 

40. In regards to claim 12 the combination of Reps et al. and Lopke et al., as 
explained above, teach, a program product comprising a computer readable 
medium on which the program of claim 8 is stored. 
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41. In regards to claim 13 Reps et al. discloses, a data processing system 
with a distributed architecture for monitoring performance of distributed 
applications including 

q. at least one client computer and at least one server computer (Fig. 

1 #100 and #104 respectively, teach at least one client computer and 

at least one server computer.), 

r. wherein each client computer has means for originating a request 
of service for a server computer (Col. 9 line(s) 59-61, teach the client 
having means for originating a request by sending the application 
monitoring and alerting (AMA) probe, as the request, for a service on 
the server.), 

s. means for enabling the measuring on the client computer of at least 
one performance parameter for a transaction corresponding to the request 
(Col. 9 line(s) 52-67, teach means for the client computer enabling 
the monitoring (measuring) of at least one performance parameter 
for a transaction corresponding to the request, since the application 
monitoring and alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the client 
computer.), 

t. means for transmitting the request to the server computer (Col. 9 
line(s) 61-64, teach means for transmitting the request to the server.), 

u. and wherein each server computer has means for enabling the 
measuring on the server computer of the at least one performance 
parameter for a sub-transaction originating from the request (Col. 9 line(s) 
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64-67, teach a service responses from the server. Therefore it is 
obvious that means for measuring for a sub-transaction, that was 
requested was enabled on the server computer.) 
v. means for executing the sub-transaction (Col. 9 line(s) 64-67 and 
Col. 15 line(s) 21-26, teach that the requested sub-transaction is 
being executed.), 

42. Reps et al. do not teach means for updating the request with a correlation 
identifier and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas there 
is means for the correlation identifiers being linked to at least one performance 
parameter measured on the server and client computers. 

43. In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
having means for updating the request with a session id/page id that is 
associated with the latency measurement (time stamp) fl|0023). Likewise Lopke 
et al. also has means for checking for the identifier when the message is 
received to render the time measurement (1(0040). 

44. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
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stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 

45. In regards to claim 14 Reps et al. discloses, a client computer for 
monitoring performance of distributed applications in a data processing system 
with a distributed architecture, the client computer including 

w. means for originating a request of service for a server computer 
(Col. 9 line(s) 59-61, teach the client having means for originating a 
request by sending the application monitoring and alerting (AMA) 
probe, as the request, for a service on the server.), 
x. means for enabling the measuring on the client computer of at 
least one performance parameter'for a transaction corresponding to the 
request (Col. 9 line(s) 52-67, teach means for the client computer 
enabling the monitoring (measuring) of at least one performance 
parameter for a transaction corresponding to the request, since the 
application monitoring and alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the 
client computer.) and for updating the request by inserting a correlation 
identifier if the request meets at least one predefined condition, 
y. means for transmitting the request to the server computer (Col. 9 
line(s) 61-64, teach means for transmitting the request to the server.) 
z. for causing the server computer to enable the measuring on the 
server computer of the at least one performance parameter for a sub- 
transaction originating from the request if the request includes the 
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correlation identifier, to execute the sub-transaction (Col. 9 line(s) 64-67, 
teach a service responses from the server. Therefore it is obvious 
that means for measuring for a sub-transaction, that was requested 
was enabled on the server computer.). 

46. Reps et al. do not teach means for updating the request with a correlation 
identifier and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas there 
is means for the correlation identifiers being linked to at least one performance 
parameter measured on the server and client computers. 

47. In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
having means for updating the request with a session id/page id that is 
associated with the latency measurement (time stamp) fl|0023). Likewise Lopke 
et al. also has means for checking for the identifier when the message is 
received to render the time measurement fl|0040). 

48. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
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stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 

49. In regards to claim 15 Reps et al. discloses, a server computer for 
monitoring performance of distributed applications in a data processing system 
with a distributed architecture, 

aa. the server computer including means for receiving a request of 
service from a client computer (Col. 10 line(s) 32-34, teach the server 
computer including means for receiving a request of service from a 
client computer.), 

bb. the client computer, if the request meets at least one predefined 
condition, enabling the measuring on the client computer of at least one 
performance parameter for a transaction corresponding to the request 
(Col. 10 line(s) 32-51, teach a predefine condition of the client given 
authorization to access the server computer. After the proper 
authorization is granted to the client Col. 9 line(s) 52-67 teach that 
the client computer starts monitoring of at least one performance 
parameter for a transaction corresponding to the request, since the 
application monitoring and alerting (AMA) probe is embodied in the 
client computer.) 

cc. means for enabling the measuring on the server computer of the at 
least one performance parameter for a sub-transaction originating from 
the request (Col. 9 line(s) 64-67, teach a service responses from the 
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server. Therefore it is obvious that means for measuring for a sub- 
transaction, that was requested was enabled on the server 
computer.) 

dd. means for executing the sub-transaction (Col. 9 line(s) 64-67 and 
Col. 15 line(s) 21-26, teach that the requested sub-transaction is 
being executed.), 

50. Reps et al. do not teach means for updating the request with a correlation 
identifier and checking to see if the request includes the identifier. Whereas there 
is means for the correlation identifiers being linked to at least one performance 
parameter measured on the server and client computers. 

51 . In the same field of endeavor Lopke et al. teach measuring latency for 
rendering of webpage's when the client submits a request to the server, by 
having means for updating the request with a session id/page id that is 
associated with the latency measurement (time stamp) 0|0023). Likewise Lopke 
et al. also has means for checking for the identifier when the message is 
received to render the time measurement fl[0040). 

52. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments with Lopke et al. teaching as discussed above to allow for the 
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capability having an associating id for looking up the associated date/time stamp 
stored in the database and for the ease of keeping track of what computers are 
associated with the measurement. 

53. Claims 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reps et al. (US 6,070,190), in view of Lopke et al. (US PGPub 2002/0169868) as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Davis et al. (US 6,138,155). 

54. In regards to claim 5 the combination of Reps et al. and Lopke et al. do 
not teach, wherein the step of originating the request includes: downloading a 
document from the server computer, displaying the document, and selecting a 
link in the document, and wherein the step of enabling the measuring of the at 
least one performance parameter for the transaction and updating the request by 
inserting the correlation identifier if the request meets the at least one predefined 
condition includes: verifying whether a definition of the document includes at 
least one enabling identifier. 

55. In the same field of endeavor Davis et al. teach requesting a webpage 
from a server that is downloaded to the client to either download an application to 
initiate monitoring of a parameter or starting monitoring of a parameter once a 
link or search is initiated (Col. 9 line(s) 23-27 and Col. 19 line(s) 2-8). Likewise, 
a client id is inserted into the request upon calculating the parameter (Col. 9 
line(s) 40-52). 
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56. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Reps et al. client-based application 
availability and response monitoring and reporting for distributed computing 
environments and Lopke et al. interactive remote-monitoring of client page 
render times on a per user basis with Davis et al. teaching as discussed above to 
allow for the capability of tracking/monitoring a clients interaction within a 
webpage to collect statically data. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

57. Claims 4, 6, and 7 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

58. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable 
subject matter: Although the combination of Reps et al. (US 6,070,190) and 
Lopke et al. (US PGPub 2002/0169868) teach everything in claim 1, they do not 
teach or suggest wherein the step of enabling the measuring of the at least one 
performance parameter for the transaction and updating the request by inserting 
the correlation identifier if the request meets the at least one predefined condition 
includes: verifying whether an address of the server computer matches a 
predetermined pattern stored on the client computer. Likewise the combination of 
of Reps et al. (US 6,070,190), Lopke et al. (US PGPub 2002/0169868) and Davis 
et al. (US 6,138,155) teach everything in claim 1 and 5, but do not teach or 
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suggest wherein the step of verifying whether the definition of the document 
includes the at least one enabling identifier includes: verifying whether the 
definition of the document includes a global enabling identifier for all the 
transactions originating from the document or verifying whether a definition of the 
selected link includes a local enabling identifier for the transactions originating 
from the selected link . 

Conclusion 

59. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Lean et al. (US 7,155,512) methods and systems for 
automatically configuring network monitoring system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to La Juania N. Mouzon whose telephone 
number is 571-270-3045. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - 
Friday 8:00-5:00, 1 st fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the * 
examiner's supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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